AMENDMENT 
Application No. 10/669,418 
Attorney Docket No. 315-0048/US 

REMARKS 

Claims 43-50 are all of the pending claims, with claim 43 being the sole independent 
claim. By virtue of this Amendment, Applicant cancels claims 33-42, without prejudice or 
disclaimer, and adds new claims 43-50. 

Applicant submits this Amendment together with a Request for Continued Examination. 

I. Small Entity Status: 

In accordance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.27, Applicant claims small entity status. 

II. Priority Document: 

Applicant will submit a certified copy of the priority document at a later date. 

III. Abstract Objection: 

The Examiner objects to the Abstract for reciting the term "disclosed." Applicant 
amends the Abstract by altogether deleting the objectionable term. If further amendments to the 
Abstract are believed necessary, then Applicant looks forward to any changes the Examiner may 
care to suggest. 

IV. Drawing Objection: 

The Examiner objects to Fig. 1 because the elements designated with reference numerals 
1, 2 and 6 should be crosshatched. Applicants amend Fig. 1 to include the requested 
crosshatching. 

V. Specification Objection: 

The Examiner objects to the disclosure for failing to expressly set forth the corresponding 
structure that performs the means plus function features specified in claims 33, 35 and 38. As a 
path of least resistance, and without acquiescing to the correctness of the objections, Applicant 
cancels claims 33, 35 and 38, thereby rending the raised objections moot. 

Applicant notes that new claims 43-50 do not recite any features in a means plus function 

format. 

VI. Claim Objections: 

The Examiner objects to claims 33, 35 and 38 for the reasons noted at page 3 of the 
Office Action. As a path of least resistance, and without acquiescing to the correctness of the 
objections, Applicant cancels claims 33, 35 and 38, thereby rending the raised objections moot. 



Page 6 



AMENDMENT 
Application No. 10/669,418 
Attorney Docket No. 315-0048/US 

Applicant notes that new claims 43-50 do not recite the objectionable terms noted by the 
Examiner. 

VII. Claim Rejection Under 35 USC 112(l st ): 

The Examiner rejects claims 33-42 under 35 USC 1 12(l st ) because the term "industrial 
robot, comprising: a swivel" allegedly lacks proper support in the original specification. As a 
path of least resistance, and without acquiescing to the correctness of the rejection, Applicant 
cancels claims 33-42, thereby rending the raised rejection moot. 

Applicant notes that new claims 43-50 are directed to a "swivel," and do not recite any 

robot. 

VIII. Claim Rejection Under 35 USC 112(2 nd ): 

The Examiner rejects claims 33-42 under 35 USC 1 12(2 nd ) because the term "industrial 
robot, comprising: a swivel" is allegedly unclear. As a path of least resistance, and without 
acquiescing to the correctness of the rejection, Applicant cancels claims 33-42, thereby rending 
the raised rejection moot. 

Applicant notes that new claims 43-50 are directed to a "swivel" and do not recite any 

robot. 

IX. Claim Rejections on Prior Art Grounds: 

The Examiner rejects claims 33-42 under 35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated by US 
2,641,629 to J.H. Bennett, Jr. ("Bennett"); and claims 33, 34 and 36-42 under 35 USC § 103(a) as 
being obvious over US 3,026,129 to L.B. Courtot et al. ("Courtot") in view of US 6,094,922 to 
Ziegler ("Ziegler"). 

Without acquiescing to the correctness of the rejections, Applicant cancels claims 33-42, 
thereby rending the raised rejection moot. 

X. New Independent Claim 43: 

Applicant respectfully submits that new independent claim 43 recites features that are not 
taught or suggested by the asserted references. According to claim 43, the media transfer 
members "are respectively provided at spaced apart locations around the circumference of the 
shaft." As shown in Fig. 1, for example, the shaft 1 is centrally located, and the media transfer 
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members 13 are situated around the periphery of the shaft 1. This arrangement of parts may, by 
way of example only, simplify servicing the swivel and shorten service times. 1 
Bennett 

With reference to Fig. 3 of Bennett, the disclosed swivel includes a sleeve assembly 4 
that is mounted for rotation (via a bearing 5) on a head portion 6. The sleeve assembly 4 fixedly 
carries a gland 22, and the head portion 6 fixedly carries a gland 23. Electrical leads 19 extend 
through the gland 22, the interior of the sleeve assembly 4, and the gland 23. As clearly shown 
in Fig. 3, no shaft (or any other element) is provided between the electrical leads 19. Certainly 
then, the electrical leads 19 are not "provided at spaced apart locations around the 
circumference of the shaft^ as claimed. 

Furthermore, Bennett's arrangement of parts is not incidental. Specifically, one of 
Bennett's objectives is to provide a large number of electrical leads in a compact arrangement. 2 
If a shaft were provided on the interior of the sleeve arrangement 4, then the size of the swivel 
for a given number of electrical leads would necessarily increase. Bennett also indicates that that 
it is desirable to prevent the electrical leads from rubbing against each other or other objects. 3 
This objective would be more difficult to achieve if a shaft were provided on the interior of the 
sleeve arrangement 4. 

Courtot in view of Ziegler 

With reference to Figs. 1 and 2 of Courtot, the disclosed swivel includes an inlet housing 
5 and an outlet housing 10 that are coupled together via a bolt 14. A corrugated metal tubing 8 
extends from an inlet fitting 6 of the inlet housing 5, winds in a helix around the bolt 14, and 
connects to an outlet fitting 1 1 of the outlet housing 10. However, only a single tubing 8 is 
provided, and not "a plurality of media transfer members as claimed. 

The Examiner recognizes that Courtot is not relevant to the claimed plurality of media 
transfer members, and therefore looks to the secondary reference of Ziegler to allegedly teach 
this feature. In so doing, the Examiner concludes that it would have been obvious to modify 



1 Spec, p. 2, lines 13-17. 

2 Bennett, col. 3, lines 73-75. 

3 Bennett, col. 2, lines 47+. 
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Courtot to include a plurality of media transfer members "for the purpose of thermally isolating 
the media ...from the environment." 4 The articulated motivation is in error. 

According to Ziegler, the thermal isolation feature is achieved by (1) maintaining a 
vacuum in the space surrounding the discharge and suction tubes 22, 24, (2) constructing 
minimized surface areas for the tubes 22, 24, (3) wrapping the tubes 22, 24 in a sheathing, and 
(4) preventing the tubes 22, 24 from contacting the steel pipe 30. 5 That is, the reference teaches 
numerous features that may be implemented to achieve the thermal isolation feature. But none 
of the features relate to providing a plurality of tubes 22, 24. Simply put, the mere presence of a 
plurality of tubes does not enhance or contribute to the thermal isolation feature taught by 
Ziegler. 

Turning to the next point, even if those skilled in the art were somehow motivated to 
modify Courtot to include a plurality of tubes, the resultant device would still not meet each and 
every feature of the claimed invention. This is because Courtot teaches that the metal tubing 8 
winds around the bolt 14. Accordingly, even if a plurality of metal tubings were incorporated, 
then they would not (and necessarily could not) be "provided at spaced apart locations around 
the circumference of the shaft" as claimed. 



4 See November 3, 2006 Office Action, p. 5, lines 18-22. 

5 Ziegler, col. 3, lines 46-49; and col. 3, line 65 - col. 4, line 13. 
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CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons discussed above, Applicant earnestly solicits allowance of all of 
the pending claims. 

Pursuant to 37 CFR §§ 1.17 and 1.136(a), Applicant petitions for a three (3) month 
extension of time for filing a reply to the Office Action and concurrently submit the required 
extension fee. 

The Commissioner is authorized in this, concurrent, and future replies, to charge payment 
or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 50-4446 for any additional fees required 
under 37 CFR § 1.16 or under 37 CFR § 1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: /Herman R. Heflin III/ 

Herman R. Heflin III, Reg. No. 41,060 
P.O. Box 1210 
Vienna, VA 22183 
(888) 703-1110 
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